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Fifteen years after the first public charter school opened in St. Paul, 
Minn., charter schools remain a powerful educational innovation. Charter 
schooling expands choices for students within the public system and 
provides more customized teaching and learning opportunities for 
teachers and students by allowing for greater variation in the kinds of 
schools that are available. At the same time, charter schools maintain core 
public education ideals, such as providing universal access for students and 











































































































































































































Arizona 1994 469 93,210 8%
California 1992 621 220,000 3%
Colorado 1993 133 52,352 6%
Florida 1996 355 98,755 4%
Illinois 1996 54 17,000 0.8%
Indiana 2001 37 9,028 0.7%
Michigan 1993 230 100,000 5%
Minnesota 1991 131 23,478 2%
New	York 1998 94 28,524 0.8%
Ohio 1997 310 76,569 4%
Texas 1995 431 89,260 2%























































The following reports were published by the Progressive Policy 
Institute and Education Sector over the last five years:
“Catching the Wave: Lessons from California’s Charter Schools” 
by Nelson Smith (Progressive Policy Institute, June 2003)
“Ripples of Innovation: Charter Schooling in Minnesota, 
the Nation’s First Charter School State” by Jon Schroeder 
(Progressive Policy Institute, April 2004)
“The Rugged Frontier: A Decade of Public Charter Schools 
in Arizona” by Bryan C. Hassel and Michelle Godard Terrell 
(Progressive Policy Institute, June 2004)
“Seeds of Change in the Big Apple: Charter Schooling 
in New York City” by Robin J. Lake (Progressive Policy 
Institute, September 2004)
“Fast Break in Indianapolis: A New Approach to Charter 
Schooling” by Bryan C. Hassel (Progressive Policy 
Institute, September 2004)
“A Tough Nut to Crack in Ohio: Charter Schooling in the 
Buckeye State” by Alexander Russo (Progressive Policy 
Institute, February 2005)
“Texas Roundup: Charter Schooling in the Lone Star State” by 
Nelson Smith (Progressive Policy Institute, February 2005)
“Chasing the Blues Away: Charter Schools Scale Up in 
Chicago” by Robin J. Lake and Lydia Rainey (Progressive 
Policy Institute, June 2005)
“Capital Campaign: Early Returns on District of Columbia 
Charter Schools” by Sara Mead (Progressive Policy 
Institute, October 2005)
“Peaks & Valleys: Colorado’s Charter School Landscape” by 
Todd Ziebarth (Progressive Policy Institute, December 2005)
“Florida Charter Schools: Hot and Humid with Passing Storms” 
by Bryan C. Hassel, Michelle Godard Terrell and Julie Kowal 
(Education Sector, May 2006)
“Maintenance Required: Charter Schooling in Michigan” by Sara 
Mead (Education Sector, October 2006)
The 12 Published Reports: Charter Schooling State by State
The	Annie	E.	Casey	Foundation,	the	Bill	&	Melinda	Gates	Foundation,	and	the	Pisces	Foundation	provided	financial	support	for	these	reports.	Research	
and	conclusions	expressed	within	the	reports	are	those	of	the	authors	alone	and	do	not	necessarily	reflect	the	views	of	the	foundations.

























































































































































































































































































Successful chartering both requires and promotes innovation, 
and there is ample evidence of this throughout states with 
significant charter sectors. Some of the most innovative schools 
specifically target at-risk students, have rigorous college-prep 
curriculums, value teachers as leaders of the school, or partner 
with community organizations to educate students. 
Serving Diverse Populations:
Michigan’s Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse of Detroit and Star 
International Academy cater to diverse student populations. 
Nataki Talibah is a K–8 school that uses a social studies 
immersion program to integrate civics, economics, geography, 
history, and world culture into the core curriculum. The student 
body is 100 percent African-American and the school’s 
curriculum and activities allow students to learn about African-
American history and cultural heritage.
Originally founded as an alternative to Dearborn-area Islamic 
Schools, Star International Academy serves students from 
diverse ethnic and cultural backgrounds. The K–12 school 
offers a multicultural curriculum, incorporating international 
cultures, ethnic traditions, and values. Students study Arabic 
in grades K–8, and high school students can choose between 
Arabic, French, and Spanish.
Taking “Extended Day” to a New Level:
The District of Columbia’s SEED (Schools for Educational 
Evolution and Development) Public Charter School is the 
nation’s only public urban boarding school. The school, which 
opened its doors in 1998, serves approximately 320 students in 
grades 7–12. Virtually all of the students are African-American 
and come from low-income families.
Co-founders Eric Adler and Rajiv Vinnakota started SEED 
because they felt many disadvantaged, urban children would 
benefit from an intensive college-preparatory boarding school—
an experience that would provide academic and cultural 
opportunities while also removing students from environmental 
factors working against their success. The support offered by 
the 24-hour boarding environment, coupled with a focus on 
academic and personal excellence for every student and a 
“gap year” for struggling students to master basic skills are key 
components to fulfilling this school’s mission.
Involving the Community and Parents:
In order for its students to achieve academic excellence, the 
King Center Charter School in Buffalo, N.Y., offers a holistic 
approach to early childhood development and depends on 
community partnerships. The K–4 school, which is housed in 
a renovated church building and serves primarily low-income 
students, has developed unique community partnerships with 
area universities such as the State Universities at Buffalo and 
Fredonia. Here, the King Center’s state-of-the-art multimedia 
center becomes a virtual learning lab for early childhood 
research and teacher education. The school also runs after-
school, weekend, and summer programs for children in East 
Buffalo.
Parental involvement is the cornerstone of the Flanner House 
Elementary School in Indianapolis, with families playing 
an integral part in their children’s education. Parents must 
commit to 20 hours of volunteer time per semester, often 
tutoring students one-on-one, reading along with students in 
the classroom, and organizing field trips and other activities. 
Parents also are invited to come to the school for conferences, 
where teachers personally deliver student report cards.
Valuing Teachers as Professionals:
One of the oldest teacher-run charter schools is Minnesota 
New Country School, which was created in 1994 and is 
located in rural Henderson, Minn. As the “prototype” school 
for the professional educator cooperative called EdVisions, 
MNCS serves approximately 112 students in grades 6–12 in a 
modernized “one-room schoolhouse.” The teachers—who are 
called “advisors”—work with small groups of students across 
all grade levels under a curriculum that is largely project-based. 
As “owners” of the school, advisors share administrative and 
support functions needed to keep the school running. More 
importantly, the school’s professional practice arrangement 
allows advisors to cut through the red tape found in many 
traditional public schools because decisions are made at the 
source. This also allows advisors to continually strengthen their 
knowledge about how to make sound management decisions 
and increase accountability.
Giving At-Risk Students a Second Chance:
To help keep Arizona’s students from dropping out of high 
school, the Rose Academies (Canyon Rose, Desert Rose, 
and Mountain Rose) in Tucson offer flexible scheduling 
and night school sessions to Tucson students and teenage 
parents. Each school offers individualized education plans, 
computer-based learning, and one-on-one help in the 
classroom to keep students on track. Teachers have found 
night school students to be more dedicated and disciplined 
than their day school peers.
Innovations in Chartering: A Sampling of Charter Schools with Unique Missions












































































































































































































































Twenty-five states and the District of Columbia cap the growth 
of charter schools in some fashion. Laws in the states we 
studied range from restrictions on individual authorizers to 
limiting the number of schools in the state. 
California: The law limits the number of overall charters to 
1,050. The cap rises by 100 schools every year. There are 
currently over 800 charters, well below this cap.
Washington, D.C.: The Public Charter School Board may 
authorize up to 10 schools annually. (From 1996 through 
2006, the District of Columbia had a second authorizer, the 
D.C. Board of Education, which could also authorize up to 10 
schools a year). 
Indiana: Local school boards may authorize an unlimited 
number of charter schools. The mayor of Indianapolis may 
authorize no more than five new charters per year. 
Illinois: The law limits the number of charters in the state to 
60. Of that number, up to 30 schools can be in Chicago, 15 in 
the Chicago suburbs, and 15 in the rest of the state. With 29 
charter schools already open in Chicago, this limit is a major 
constraint on further charter school growth there. 
Michigan: Public universities may authorize a total of 150 
schools statewide, as well as up to 15 charter high schools 
in Detroit. Universities have already authorized 150 charter 
schools, so this limit is a major constraint on charter growth. 
Michigan’s other authorizers—local school boards, intermediate 
school boards, and community colleges—may authorize an 
unlimited number of schools within their service areas. 
New York: In spring 2007, the New York State Legislature 
amended the charter law to allow up to 200 charter schools 
statewide, an increase of 100 from the previous cap. The 
State University of New York and the New York State Board of 
Regents can each issue half of the total number of charters. 
There is no cap on conversions, which must be approved by 
local school boards.
Ohio: The law limits authorizers to 30 more charter schools 
than were in operation as of May 2005. Successful schools or 
those authorizers with schools meeting targets are exempt. 
There is no limit on conversions.
Texas: The state board of education can approve up to 215 
charter schools. There are already 204 charter schools in 


















Figure 1. States’ Share of Charter Schools (2006–07 School Year)




































































































































State School Finance Systems
Beyond	charter-specific	funding	policies,	state	charter	
sectors	are	also	shaped	by	the	characteristics	of	the	




































































































Figure 2. States’ Share of Charter School Students (2006–07 School Year)






































































































































































































































To improve charter school quality and maximize the 




























































































































State charter school associations and other charter 
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